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Response to Comments of Graham Chisholm, Executive Director, The Nature Conservancy, August 31, 2004 
(Letter O059) 

O059-01 
Based on the issues raised in this comment and others, the Co-lead 
agencies are proposing to continue and supplement their evaluation 
of HST alignment options between the Central Valley and the San 
Francisco Bay Area (see standard response 6.3.1).  Further 
investigation has been recommended to identify a preferred 
alignment option from within a broad corridor, which excludes 
alignment options through Henry Coe State Park and the Orestimba 
State Wilderness.  The future study would consider alignment 
options between (and including) the Pacheco Pass Corridor (SR-152) 
to the south and the Altamont Pass Corridor (I-580) to the north.  As 
part of this additional analysis, existing alignments (i.e., the Pacheco 
Pass and Northern Tunnel - North of Henry Coe State Park and the 
Orestimba State Wilderness) will be refined based on comments 
received from the public during the comment period on the PEIR/S.  
A conceptual alignment for Altamont Pass with design variations as 
appropriate will be developed.  Public participation and interagency 
coordination will play a major role in the definition of alignment and 
design variations.  This future study will discuss impacts that may 
still remain for these alignments and how cost, logistical, or 
technological constraints may preclude avoidance of impacts.  The 
study will also evaluate the habitat and wildlife issues raised in this 
comment for all alignment options considered.  Please see standard 
responses 3.15.2, 3.15.3, 3.15.4, 3.15.9, and 3.15.11, and responses 
to Comments AS004 – 46, 47, 48, 49, & 51, AS012 – 7, 8, 9, 12, & 
17, and O034 – 3 & 4 regarding impacts to wildlife and wildlife 
corridors and habitat fragmentation. 

O059-02 
The following HST alignment options through areas identified in this 
comment have been dropped from further consideration:  (1) Camp 
Pendleton, (2) Henry Coe State Park and the Orestimba State 
Wilderness, (3) Los Padres Forest & Angeles Forest, (4) San Dieguito 

Lagoon Ecological Reserve,  and (5) San Diego Wildlife Refuge.  The 
HST alignment would be within the I-15 right of way, which is 
adjacent to the Santa Margarita River Ecological Reserve.  Please see 
standard response 3.15.11 regarding HST alignments near the Santa 
Clara River. The project-level, Tier 2 studies will fully evaluate the 
potential impacts of the proposed HST system on the Santa Clara 
River valley.  Please see standard response 3.15.2 and standard 
response 3.15.13 regarding the general level of detail in the PEIR/S, 
the subsequent project-level environmental analyses, and the 
intended uses of this PEIR/S.  Project-level environmental analyses 
will include consideration of the River Enhancement and 
Management Plan as well as a detailed analysis of endangered 
animals and plants as recommended in the comment.  Please see 
responses to Comments AL072 regarding the San Luis National 
Wildlife Refuge Complex (Grassland Ecological Area).  As part of the 
additional analysis of alignment options between the Central Valley 
and Bay Area, the potential impacts to the Grasslands Ecological 
Area will be evaluated in more detail.  This evaluation will use the 
information provided in several comments (including this one) to 
help define the scope and methodology, and to supplement data 
used in the analysis. 

O059-03 
Section 2.6 of the Final Program EIR/EIS describes the HST 
Alternative, the No Project Alternative, and the Modal Alternative.  
Chapter 3 describes potential environmental impacts associated with 
the HST, No Project, and Modal alternatives.  Section 3.18 of the 
Final Program EIR/EIS addresses construction methods and the 
potential for construction impacts in general.  In addition, each 
section of Chapter 3 also outlines “design practices” and features 
that will be applied to the implementation of the HST system to 
avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts.  However, 
construction impacts are highly site-specific in nature.  These issues 
will be addressed in detail during subsequent project level 



California High-Speed Train Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments 

 

 
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page  5-444

 

environmental review, based on more precise information regarding 
location and design of the facilities proposed (e.g., specific 
alignment, right-of-way corridor width, elevated, at-grade, cuts and 
fills, etc.).  The detail of engineering associated with the project level 
environmental analysis will allow the Authority to further investigate 
ways to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts. 

O059-04 
This comment helps frame the issues faced by the Co-lead agencies 
in deciding how to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of a 
project as large and extensive as the proposed statewide high speed 
train system.  The Co-lead agencies believe that the impact 
evaluation procedures used in the analysis were appropriate for the 
PEIR/S and for the decisions that are being considered.  Please see 
standard response to 3.15.13.  In terms of cumulative impacts, the 
Co-lead agencies have evaluated system-wide effects for this 
PEIR/S.  System-wide impacts would inform project-level, Tier 2 
environmental analysis, which would involve collecting and 
evaluating data at the project level (e.g. detailed field surveys of 
biological resources) and analyzing this data both on the site-specific 
and cumulative basis.  It should be noted that the general data 
reported in the PEIR/S for the system alternatives clearly indicates 
that the Modal Alternative would have more severe system-wide 
impacts than the HST Alternative, leading to the identification by the 
Co-lead agencies of the HST Alternative as the preferred alternative 
and as environmentally superior, given that it would have a lower 
overall level of adverse impacts.  This analysis was based on the 
program-level data analysis and consistent evaluation methodologies 
for both alternatives.  Unlike the HST system, highway and airport 
improvements like those in the Modal Alternative are typically 
implemented by numerous government agencies throughout the 
state in a loosely coordinated and piecemeal fashion.  Project-
specific environmental analyses prepared for these common types of 
highway and airport incremental expansions do not evaluate the 
overall cumulative impacts of these multiple projects across the 
state, as the type of analysis contained in the PEIR/S is beyond the 
scope of their responsibilities and are not required.  The Co-lead 

agencies are not “ducking” their responsibilities for preparing an 
environmental analysis that accurately evaluates the proposed high 
speed train system only to make a decision on whether to proceed 
with the project or not, but are rather using a structured and 
deliberate tiered approach to completing NEPA and CEQA analysis as 
accurately and efficiently as possible.  The Co-lead agencies 
acknowledge that it is highly possible that there will be 
environmental impacts identified during the project-level, Tier 2 
studies that will require refinements to alignments, development of 
alignment design options, and adoption of myriad mitigation 
measures; but the Co-lead agencies believe that this process is 
reasonable, appropriate, practical, and far more efficient than 
completing detailed environmental analysis of all possible alignment 
options before deciding to eliminate some alignment options from 
further evaluation.  Please also see standard response 3.17.1. 

O059-05 
Please see standard response 3.15.2 regarding the level of detail for 
the biological evaluation and standard response 3.15.13 regarding 
the intended use of the PEIR/S. Please see standard response 
3.15.10 regarding use of HCPs, MSCPs, etc.  Please see response to 
Comment O034 – 6 regarding noise and light impacts.  The Co-lead 
agencies believe that the impact evaluation procedures used in the 
analysis were appropriate for the PEIR/S.  The project-level, Tier 2 
studies will address the issues raised in this comment, including the 
use of more detailed habitat information and models. 

O059-06 
Please see standard response 3.15.9 regarding impacts and 
mitigation to wildlife corridors, habitat fragmentation, and use of 
fencing.  Please see standard response 3.15.5 regarding the portion 
of the HST alignments within or adjacent to existing transportation 
rights-of-ways and/or within a tunnel.  Please see response to 
Comments AS012 – 7 and O034 – 19 regarding the Missing Linkages 
information. 
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O059-07 
Please see standard response 3.15.7 and response to Comment 
O044 – 27 regarding the envelopes used for the biological analyses.  
Please see standard response 3.15.2 regarding the level of detail for 
the biological evaluation and standard response 3.15.13 regarding 
the intended use of the PEIR/S.  Project-level, Tier 2 studies will 
include consideration of the data sources, methodologies, and issues 
described in this comment.  As the comment acknowledges there is 
little geo-spatial data available to characterize the dynamics of 
ecosystem functioning and the spatial scale upon which ecological 
process function is widely variable.  The Co-lead agencies also 
acknowledge the importance of evaluating the issues outlined in the 
comment in future studies, especially as part of project-level, Tier 2 
evaluation, when more information will be available describing 
specific alignments and design options. 

O059-08 
Please see response to Comment AS004 – 45 regarding invasive 
species.  Please see response to Comment O034 – 6 regarding noise, 
vibration, and light impacts on wildlife. 

O059-09 
See Standard Response 3.17.1. 

O059-10 
The Co-lead agencies have decided to prepare further investigation 
of the broad corridor between the Central Valley and Bay Area 
including additional evaluation of the Altamont Pass alignment as 
requested in this comment.  Please see standard response 3.15.7 
regarding anticipated future studies of the Altamont pass.  See 
Section 3.18 of the Final Program EIR/EIS concerning potential 
construction methods and impacts. 

O059-11 
In the Final Program EIR/EIS, each environmental area (sections of 
Chapter 3) has been modified to include mitigation strategies that 
would be applied in general for the HST system.  Each section of 
Chapter 3 also outlines specific design features that will be applied to 
the implementation of the HST system to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate potential impacts.  Specific impacts and mitigations will be 
addressed during subsequent project level environmental review, 
based on more precise information regarding location and design of 
the facilities proposed.  The detail of engineering associated with the 
project level environmental analysis will allow the Authority to 
further investigate ways to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential 
impacts.  Only after the alignment is refined and the facilities are 
fully defined through project level analysis, and avoidance and 
minimization efforts have been exhausted, will specific impacts and 
mitigation measures be addressed. 
 
O059 Attachment 2   
This list is noted for consideration as part of future environmental 
reviews, including the program-level studies for the northern 
mountain crossing (Bay Area to Central Valley) and project-level 
reviews, when possible impacts (including biodiversity impacts) and 
on ongoing research can be considered in detail. 
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Response to Comments of Scott Wilson, President, North East Trees, August 31, 2004 (Letter O060) 

O060-01 
Public outreach efforts, consistent with federal and state law were 
made for this programmatic document.  A description of the 
outreach efforts including a listing of the public meetings held as 
part of this programmatic document process can be found in 
Chapters 8 (Public and Agency Involvement) and 9 (Organization, 
Agency and Business Outreach).  The noticing of the availability of 
the draft programmatic EIR/EIS was consistent with state and 
federal law.  Please reference Chapters 8 and 9 for a description of 
the noticing of the document.  Please see standard response 8.1.1 
and standard response 8.1.16. 

The Cornfield and Taylor Yard Properties are included and addressed 
in the Final Program EIR/EIS and would be subject to a full 4(f) 
analysis for the project level environmental document.   The greater 
focus of the subsequent project level analysis will allow for further 
avoidance and minimization efforts, as well as identification of 
specific mitigation, if impacts cannot be avoided.  The Authority has 
identified the MTA/Metrolink, which avoids Cornfield property, as the 
preferred option.  Between Burbank and Los Angeles Union Station, 
the MTA/Metrolink refers to a relatively wide corridor within which 
alignment variations will be studied at the project level.  This option 
was selected, in part, because it would have fewer potential affects 
on both the Cornfield Property and the Taylor Yards.  Please see 
standard response 6.24.2. 
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Response to Comments of Hector De La Torre, Chairman, Orangeline Development Authority, August 31, 2004 
(Letter O061) 

O061-01 
Acknowledged.  A plan for staging construction would be prepared 
after a decision is made to advance the HST system and would be 
addressed in future project-specific studies.  See standard response 
10.1.7.  Preparation of a financing plan for the proposed HST system 
is beyond the scope of this program EIR/EIS. 

O061-02 
Please see standard response 2.10.3. 

O061-03 
Acknowledged.  See Response AL065-1. 

O061-04 
Acknowledged.  The Authority has identified preferred HST 
alignment and station locations that best meet the purpose and need 
statement and the objectives for the system, including serving the 
needs of local communities.  The Program EIR/EIS process is a 
“public” process in which the Authority and the FRA has sought input 
from local agencies.  Please see Chapter 8 “Public and Agency 
Involvement”.  The Authority looks forward to continuing to work 
with local agencies from Los Angeles and Orange County should the 
HST proposal move forward. 
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